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Wrongful termination of employment; whether trial court improperly denied motion
seeking new trial or, alternatively, evidentiary hearing regarding competency of
Juror; whether, under unique circumstances of case, trial court erred in failing
to hold postverdict evidentiary hearing to examine juror’'s competency during
trial; whether there must be preliminary showing of strong evidence that juror
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such that full inquiry by court into juror’s competency was necessary.
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Manslaughter in first degree; tampering with witness; intimidating witness; evasion
of responsibility in operation of motor vehicle; whether evidence was sufficient
to support conviction of tampering with witness and intimidating witness; claim
that state failed to prove that defendant intended to prevent witness from testifying
or to induce witness to testify falsely; whether trial court abused its discretion
when it permitted medical examiner to testify as to manner of victim’s death,
which involved ultimate issue in case; claim that medical examiner’s conclusion
as to manner of victim’s death was improperly based on information from police
tnvestigation; whether trial court improperly admitted prior misconduct evidence;
claim that trial court abused its discretion in determining that certain testimony
was admissible as uncharged misconduct evidence or pursuant to opening door
doctrine; claim that trial court abused its discretion in determining that probative
value of testimony as to prior misconduct outweighed its prejudicial impact;
whether trial court abused its discretion by admitting into evidence crude text
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messages defendant sent to witness; whether trial court properly determined that
probative value of text messages outweighed prejudicial effect of defendant’s crude
language; claim that trial court improperly instructed jury on initial aggressor
and provocation exceptions to defense of self-defense; whether jury reasonably
could have concluded that defendant was initial aggressor and, thus, not justified
in using any physical force; whether evidence was adequate to warrant trial court’s
Jury instruction on provocation exception to defense of self-defense; whether trial
court improperly included objective standard in its jury instruction on retreat
exception to use of deadly physical force; harmless error; whether jury reasonably
could have been misled by trial court’s failure to properly convey subjective stan-
dard of duty to retreat.
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was evidence defendant penetrated victim’s vaginal opening; whether trial court’s
finding that victim’s injuries were inflicted by application of physical force on
subject areas of victim’s body by defendant was sufficient to support conviction
of aggravated sexual assault of minor; claim that conviction of both assault in
first degree and manslaughter in first degree as charged violated defendant’s
constitutional guarantee against double jeopardy; whether assault charge was
lesser included offense of manslaughter charge; whether defendant could have
caused death of victim in manner described in operative information without
first having caused serious physical injury to victim; whether error was harmless.
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court properly declined to give special credibility instruction regarding jailhouse
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applied; claim that trial court erred with respect to its jury instruction on eyewit-
ness identification; claim that jury was misled by court’s instructions; whether
trial court properly tailored instructions to adapt to issues of case.
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Zoning; whether trial court lacked subject matter jurisdiction as to issue of whether
parking and storage of commercial vehicles on defendant’s property constituted
valid accessory use within zoning regulations; whether claim that plaintiff zoning
enforcement officer lacked standing to bring action on behalf of himself or plaintiff
town was moot; claim that trial court improperly retained jurisdiction as to
accessory use issue; whether trial court properly determined that defendant failed
to exhaust administrative remedies as to special defense that zoning enforcement
officer exceeded authority in issuing cease and desist order to defendant, claim
that zoning regulations vested exclusive authority in town Planning and Zoning
Commission to interpret words in zoning requlations that were undefined, claim
that appeal to Zoning Board of Appeals would have been futile; claim that zoning
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requlation (§ 5.2.H.5) was impermissibly vague; whether § 5.2.H.5 provided ade-
quate notice to defendant of standards utilized to evaluate special permit request
Jor parking and storage of commercial vehicles; claim that trial court improperly
interpreted term trucking operations in zoning requlations; claim that trial court
substituted its interpretation of term trucking operations in zoning regulations
JSor that of commission; whether trial court improperly exercised discretion in
JSashioning permanent injunctive relief in favor of plaintiffs; claim that trial
court’s injunction lacked sufficient clarity and definiteness; claim that trial court
abused its discretion by imposing daily fine against defendant pursuant to statute
($ 8-12); claim that plaintiffs failed to prove that storage of commercial vehicles
on defendant’s property was public nuisance; claim that trial court abused its
discretion in awarding costs and attorney’s fees to plaintiffs pursuant to § 8-12;
claim that trial court lacked subject matter jurisdiction over plaintiffs’ postjudg-
ment motion for contempt; claim that postjudgment motion for contempt was filed
prematurely; claim that trial court improperly granted postjudgment motion for
contempl; whether defendant waived objection to allegedly improper service of
process of contempt motion by submitting to jurisdiction of court; whether defen-
dant’s noncompliance with trial court’s order was wilful.
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